known only from the groundwater of the Carpathian mountains in Ukraine is redescribed from specimens collected in the Danube alluvial plain, the Lobau, at Vienna. In this area two stygobiont species belonging to the D. languidoides -group co-occur as well. D. cohabitatus can be differentiated from these latter Diacyclops species on the basis of several morphological traits of antennae, P4 and caudal rami. 
Introduction
The earliest record assignable to the Diacyclops languidoides-group from Austria is probably that of Chappuis (1934) , who reported Diacyclops languidoides f. gótica Kiefer 1931 from the cave named «Mausrodlhôhle» (Lower Austria). Thirty years later, Kiefer (1964) 
Material and methods
The samples in the alluvial plain of the Danube near Vienna were collected from groundwater piezometers (diameter of 5 cm) using a double-packer-sampler and then filtered through a 100 um sieve; those from the siphon pool of Mausrodlhôhle were collected using a 100 um plankton-net. The samples were stored in 4 % formaldehyde.
Copepods were extracted under a stereomicroscope ; selected specimens were dissected in glycerine, and permanently mounted on slides in glycerine sealed with Caedax or epoxids. A Zeiss Axioskop microscope fitted with a drawing tube was used to study the details at 1000X using an oil immersion lens.
The terminology related to the external morphology follows Huys & Boxshall (1991 Labrum typical of the genus. Mandible (Fig. 2a) : coxa without spinules, gnathobase with 5 stout teeth, sometimes multiple, a comb of spinules and 1 spinulose seta ; mandibular palp represented by 1 short and 2 long plumose setae. Maxillule (Fig. 2b) comprising praecoxa and maxillulary palp ; praecoxal endite typical of the genus Diacyclops ; surface of palp segment 1 (derived from coxa and basis) smooth ; palp segment 2 (endopod) bearing 3 setae ; exopodal seta present. Maxillary syncoxa (Fig. 2c) typical of subfamily, bearing 3 endites; basis with 1 claw and 2 setae ; endopod segment 1 bearing 2 setae, segment 2 with 3 setae. Maxilliped (Fig. 2d) 4-segmented ; second endopodal segment with 1 spinulose seta and 2 short naked setae. (Figs. 2e, 3a, 3b, 4b) ; pores as in the above mentioned figures. Distal segments of exopods 1-4 with 3,3,3,3 spines and 5,4,4,4 setae, respectively. Intercoxal sclerites ornamented with spinules and seniles. P4 (Fig. 4b) : coxa with spinulation pattern as in figure ; basis inner margin with a distinct notch and a sclerified tooth ; third endopodal segment 1.46-2.18 times longer than wide (average value 1.76) ; inner terminal spine 0.84-1.10 times longer than segment (average value 0.97), longer than outer terminal spine. P5 (Fig. la) : protopodal segment with 1 outer plumose seta and 1 pore ; exopodal segment twice as long as wide, armed with 1 seta and 1 inner spine shorter than segment. P6 bearing 2 short spinous processes and 1 seta (Fig. If) .
Male
Length, excluding caudal setae, 458-593 urn (average length 522 um, n = 51 specimens). Hyaline fringes of posterior margins of urosomites smooth. Caudal ramus about 3 times longer than wide, average length 47.4 um (40-55 pm) (Fig. 4a) . Proportion of lengths of setae much as in female.
Antennule digeniculate, 17-segmented ; neocopepodan distal geniculation between segments 14 and 15 (Fig. 4c) Antenna and other appendages as in female. P6 forming opercular plate and bearing 3 slender setae (Fig.  4a) .
Remarks -The material from the Lobau-area matches well with the description given by Monchenko (1980) except some minor details regarding the elongation of caudal rami and antennulary segments, more slender in the specimens from Ukraine. Fig. 5a ) ; ratio between terminal accessory seta and posterolateral seta (Fig. 5a) about 0.75 (versus 1.6 in D. cohabitatus) ; slightly shorter terminal spines of the third endopodal segment of P4 (ratio inner terminal spine versus segment 0.68, Fig. 5d) ; ornamentation of intercoxal sclerites, with a double, continue row of spinules (Fig. 5d) ; longer spines of P6 (Fig. 5e) . The spinulation pattern of the antennary basis (Fig. 5 b,c) in the two species is very similar. well as to D. cohabitatus. Unfortunately, the descriptions lack sufficient detail, and the poor condition of the material at our disposal prevents us to compare these species with D. cohabitatus.
sence of the notch on P4 basis and in some minor details of antennary structure and ornamentation. These previously overlooked characters have significant taxonomic value (Stoch, in press) and suggest the separation of the Italian material from D. cohabitatus at the species level ; however, its assignment to three different species can be questioned. 
D. languidoides anatolicus

